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ATTITUDES ABOUT WORK PRACTICES, TIME ALLOCATION AND PUBLICATION 
OUTPUT: PROFILES OF US MARKETING ACADEMICS 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
This study examined attitudes of US based Academy of Marketing Science members’ 
towards teaching, research, participation in administration and academic promotional 
issues.  Individuals were grouped using Ward’s and K-means clustering procedures, 
which revealed four groups  Established Academics, Research Focused, Less Satisfied 
Mid-Career Academics, and Satisfied Teachers. Clusters were further profiled according 
to the amount of time spent on teaching, research and administration; research output; and 
individual demographic and institutional characteristics.  Overall, clusters were generally 
dissatisfied with a range of work related issues with workload stress appearing as an issue 
that needs to be addressed within marketing academia. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Higher education systems have undergone significant changes since the early 1990’s, due 
to new modes of organizing and delivering educational material, primacy of research over 
teaching, transformation of management models and funding mechanisms (e.g., Danieli and 
Thomas 1998; Pearce and Bonner 2000). An analysis of these changes is embodied in the 
following discussion that includes; workloads, stress and job dissatisfaction, research output, 
systems of reward, and institutional characteristics.  
Changes in higher education systems, regardless of country, manifest themselves in 
increased work demands on marketing academics (e.g., Baker and Erdogan 2000; Hetzel 2000; 
Polonsky and Mankelow 2000; Sinkovics and Schlegelmilch 2000) and might potentially lead to 
increased workload stress, given academics already work more than 40 hours per week on work-
related activities. For example, the average number of hours per week spent on work-related 
activities by marketing academics in United Kingdom (UK) and France is 46 hours (Baker and 
Erdogan 2000; Hetzel 2000), and in the United States of America (US) 52 hours per week 
(Polonsky and Mankelow 2000). In Germany, Austria and Switzerland, marketing academics 
spend 51 hours per week on work-related activities per week during the teaching semester and 44 
hours per week on work-related activities outside teaching semesters (Sinkovics and 
Schlegelmilch 2000). If hours worked per week reflects increasing global pressures placed on 
marketing academics, it may partly explain why some academics are dissatisfied with universities 
to such an extent they are leaving the profession (Barnes et al. 1998).  
Human resource theory recognizes increased workloads (e.g., White and Locke 1981) are 
associated with employees’ stress, job dissatisfaction and negatively influences performance 
(e.g., London and Oldham 1976). Globally within higher education increased workloads have 
resulted in additional stress for staff, reduced quality of life (Boyde and Wylie 1994; Sharpley et 
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al. 1996), lower individual performance in teaching and research (Soliman and Soliman 1997) 
and impacted on individual’s intention to remain in academia (Barnes et al. 1998). While similar 
observations have been made across academic environments (e.g., Paine and Ward 1996; Layzell 
1996), there is limited research on relationships between workloads, academic environments, and 
academic performance.  
The research output of marketing academics is a topic of growing interest within the 
profession and to university administrators (e.g., Baker and Erdogan 2000; Danieli and Thomas 
1998; Mankelow and Polonsky 1998; Sinkovics and Schlegelmilch 2000). Studies in the 
literature have either examined productivity of individual academics and institutions (Danaher 
and Starr 1998) or evaluated marketing academics’ performance within a broader context 
(Diamantopoulos et al. 1992; Chapman and Taylor 1993; Hult and Hasselback 1998; Polonsky 
and Mankelow 2000). A UK study of marketing academics (Diamantopoulos et al. 1996) 
modelled determinants of individual research outputs and found personal characteristics, such as 
academic background and involvement in professional associations positively influenced output 
performance while organizational factors had a minor impact on output performance. The finding 
that organisational factors did not significantly impact on research is inconsistent with the US 
view that differing university priorities, research viz-a-viz teaching, is a prime determinant of 
publishing outputs (Martinez et al. 2000) and as such, it might also relate to an individual’s 
workload. 
Robertson and Bond (2001) suggested rewards provided by universities might impact on 
how academics allocate work efforts with limited relationships between teaching and publishing. 
Some US research suggested that teaching-focused faculty are paid less than research-focused 
faculty (Jacobson 1992). In the US there appears to be differences in performance expectations 
(publishing and research) according to the institution’s focus (research/teaching focused and 
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private/public), at least according to material published relating to the tenure requirements for 
new marketing academics (see Table 1), a finding which is consistent with Martinez et al. (2000). 
Other studies (Feldman 1987; Hattie and Marsh 1996) argued there is no relationship between 
good teaching and research, which would mean that “teaching-focused” academics might have an 
exceedingly difficult task meeting increased institutionally based publication expectations. 
  
Place Table 1 here 
 
It is generally suggested that increased workloads and changes in overall institutional 
focus increases individuals’ level of stress (Landsbergis and Vivona-Vaughan 1995; Layzell 
1996; Lease 1999; Reger et al. 1994; Thorsen 1996; Sharpley et al. 1996). Of course, this does 
not imply individuals within a given University or an academic department react to changes in 
work requirements in the same way. Researchers have suggested, for example, that females (Dey 
1994; Romanin and Over 1993; Witt and Lovrich 1988) individuals at lower academic levels, and 
non-tenured staff (Dey 1994; Ward and Sloane 2000) are more susceptible to stress from 
pressures associated with changing working conditions and organizational foci. This finding is, 
however, inconsistent with Lease (1999), who found that gender and experience did not impact 
on academic’s level of work-related stress. If, however, individuals with certain 
characteristics/personalities have difficulty in coping with increased work-related pressures 
(Landsbergis and Vivona-Vaughan 1995), it may be reasonable to expect that this would 
negatively impact on their performance, which in some cases has been found to reduce 
academics’ publishing output and/or teaching efficiency (Blackburn and Bentley 1993). 
The relationship between work attitudes and work behaviours is grounded in the 
hypothesis that psychological reactions to work have consequences to work behaviours (e.g., 
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Rabinowitz and Hall 1977). Studies of occupational and organisational psychology confirmed 
that work attitudes have a positive influence on job performance (Somers 2001). To date, the 
impact of attitudes on marketing academics’ performance has not been extensively examined. 
Additionally, there has been little if any attempt to profile (i.e. cluster) marketing academics 
either based on their attitudes to the profession or individual characteristics.  
An exception may be Piercy (1999), which broadly categorized activities and attitudes 
towards the activities and described four different groups of Business School Professors. 
Although, Piercy (1999) primarily described how business professors perform and how this 
performance impacts on other academics within their business school. Piercy (1999) suggested 
that some professors believed they were part-time academics and full time consultants and under 
performed in the areas of teaching, supervision, service and research. Investigation of marketing 
academics’ attitudes toward work environments and of relationships between attitudes, time 
allocation and performance, assists those managing faculty to better understand those they 
manage and develop strategies to support and manage research. 
Shifting institutional priorities, such as increasing publishing output or self-generated 
inputs (i.e. obtaining grants), puts added pressure on academics, especially those who in the past 
have not published and might result in them perceiving they are no longer as valued for their 
teaching and administrative contributions. In some countries, such as Australia, publication 
performance is directly linked to governmental funding schemes, which continually shifts 
individuals’ and institutions’ expectations. At the same time academics perceive an increased 
workload resulting from expectations for quality research and teaching are not well supported by 
time, resources or institutional rewards (Diamantopoulos 1996; Soliman and Soliman 1997). 
Interestingly, a meta-analysis of the literature has suggest that research activity and teaching 
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performance are unrelated (Hattie and Marsh 1996) and it is there for unclear if widely accepted 
academic perceptions about workload stress can be empirically supported. 
The picture of an academic’s work environment becomes more complex when individuals 
are asked to also undertake additional activities such as providing pastoral care of students and 
recruiting students (Kogan et al. 1994; Polonsky et al. 1999). Considering the high number of 
hours academics already work, requiring them to undertake additional activities might result in 
additional work-related stress and dissatisfaction with academia. Individuals with outstanding 
publication records, for example these individuals are frequently asked to undertake more 
administration (Rotfeld 2000), which directly reduces their ability to publish (Polonsky and 
Mankelow 2000).  Kogan et al. (1994) suggested that changes in academic life are forcing 
academics to focus on mass production of education or producing more graduates at lower costs, 
rather that focusing on quality educational outcomes. Additionally, shifts to corporate based 
models of the University governance where administrators are managers rather than 
representatives of their peers, brings increased surveillance and control of academic work and 
loss of traditional values of academic freedom and autonomy. 
In time of such changes, it is important to investigate how marketing academics spend 
their time, what they consider important and perceptions of their work environment. There are 
two objectives to this paper. The first is to develop profiles of marketing academics based on 
their attitudes towards teaching, research, administration, and promotion. The second is to 
investigate whether and how these clusters of academics differ, with regard to overall time they 
work, time spent on different activities, individual’s publishing output and demographic and 
professional characteristics. The paper is structured as follows: the methodology, results and 
discussion, followed by conclusions and implications.  
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METHODOLOGY 
  This study surveyed the 1997 US membership of the Academy of Marketing Science 
(AMS) through the AMS Quarterly newsletter. In addition to including the survey in the 
newsletter there was a cover story supporting the project and encouraging participation. 
Completed surveys were returned directly to the editor of the AMS Quarterly newsletter and 
forwarded to the researchers. While some might suggest AMS membership is biased towards 
research active marketing academics this is clearly not a limitation of the paper, given the paper’s 
focus was to examine the impact of various attitudinal issues on publishing productivity. As such, 
the AMS respondents were representative of the research active US marketing academic 
community and have been used as such in previous research (Polonsky and Mankelow 2000). A 
total of 1020 questionnaires were distributed with 114 returned. Four were omitted because they 
did not complete the attitudinal questions for a usable response rate of 10.8%. 
  The survey instrument used in this study was a modified version of the Diamantopoulos et 
al. (1992) instrument. Respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed with 14-
attituidnal items related towards teaching, research, administration and academic promotion (see 
Table 6 for items used). All of the items were measured on a five-point Likert scale with anchors 
from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree. Respondents were clustered, based on their 
responses, using Ward’s clustering method followed by a K-means non-hierarchical clustering 
approach. 
  The data on individuals’ demographic characteristics, time spent on different activities, 
and publishing output were compared across clusters. ANOVAs were used to assess the 
differences regarding attitudes, time allocation and research output across the clusters. Chi square 
tests were conducted for variables such as gender and respondents’ levels where the sample, i.e. 
cell sizes, allowed 
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  Average publication output by academic level (i.e. Professor, Associate Professor, 
Assistant Professor) were calculated and adjusted by the number of years an individual was in 
academia. These are summarised in Table 2. To allow aggregation across different academic 
levels, individuals’ relative publication output was then calculated by dividing the individual’s 
average publishing output from the academic levels average publication output. Scores for 
publication categories of above 1 indicate that an individual is relatively more productive for 
these categories than colleagues. A score of less than one means that the individual was relatively 
less productive than colleagues.  
 
Place Table 2 here 
 
 
SAMPLE 
 Demographic characteristics of the sample are summarised in Table 3. Attempts were 
made to determine the representativeness of the sample and it is indeed representative of research 
active US marketing academics, which is the population targeted within the paper.  
 
Place Table 3 Here 
 
 While the sampling process prohibited a comparison of early and late respondents, there 
were attempts to ensure that the sample was representative by comparing the gender 
characteristics of the sample (22% female) to earlier research within marketing education and the 
sample is not statistically different to gender distribution identified by Hult and Hasselback 
(1998), i.e. 21.1% female. Furthermore the number of female professors in the sample (9.3%) is 
also not statistically different (Z=0.15) to the 8.7% identified by Hult and Hasselback (1998).  A 
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majority of respondents (87%) held a doctoral degree, which is also not statistically different 
(Z=1.01) to the 80% recorded by Hult and Hasselback (1998). These comparisons support the 
contention that, the sample is representative of US marketing academics overall. 
 The other demographic features examined - formal qualifications, type and level of 
appointment, and hours worked - provide a basis for further analysis and discussion in this paper. 
A high percentage (88%) of respondents were employed in full time tenured/tenurable positions. 
The academic levels were relatively evenly distributed between academic levels - 29% full 
professor, 27% associate professor and 29% assistant professor. Table 4 provides information on 
how respondents spend their time. While it might be suggested that respondents could exaggerate 
the number of hours worked, it could be assumed that they would be less able to exaggerate the 
proportion of time allocate to activities, as time allocated has to sum to 100%. While time 
allocation is not strictly a demographic variable, it provides additional contextual understanding 
of the sample and their activities (See Table 4). Respondents devote on average 25% of their time 
to research and this is the highest individual activity. However, if all types of teaching activities 
were aggregated (post graduate, executive, undergraduate and preparation) this would result in 
47% of individuals time being related to teaching. This is substantial given that 78% of the 
sample spends more than 40 hours a week working (See Table 3). 
 
PLACE TABLE 4 HERE 
 
 Several institutional demographic-type questions were asked about the respondents' 
universities. The first question examined the type of institution namely public or private. Few 
respondents work at universities that rely solely on governmental funding (29%), although 41% 
of respondents indicated their institutions relied on both governmental and private funding. This 
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latter result could be important, if staff, are expected to participate in fund raising activities (i.e. 
generate private funding). It also appears that internal research funding is generally available in 
respondents’ institutions. 
 The respondents' institutions offer a diverse range of marketing degrees, both through 
traditional face to face mode (99%) as well as through distance/external (29%) and 
twinning/franchising arrangements (5%). In the 'non-traditional' modes 17% percent of the 
institutions offer undergraduate, 25% masters, and 1 % Ph.D./D.B.A. programs. These alternative 
approaches allow for a broadening of markets, but also involved additional demands on 
academics (Bjorner 1993, Lush 1997, Rahm and Reed 1997). The fact one third of respondents 
work in institutions that offer Ph.D.’s is noteworthy, as Martinez et al. (2000) suggested types of 
academic programs offered by institutions will effect individuals publishing performance. Based 
on Table 3, supervision of research students is not a primary activity in terms of time allocation.  
 
 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
A focus of this paper is to examine whether clustering academics based on their attitudes 
towards academia relates to individuals’ publishing productivity. It is important, however, to 
discuss the aggregate sample results to obtain a better understanding of respondents’ overall 
perceptions towards academia and in doing so provides further context for the discussion of 
individual clusters and relationships to outputs. 
 
Aggregate findings 
In relation to allocating time across activities (see Table 4 for aggregate results and Table 
9 for Cluster results) teaching activities, aggregated across areas, accounts for 47% of 
respondents work time, 24% of time is allocated to research, 13% to administration, 5.5 % for 
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keeping up with the developments and 6% on consulting. It seems that for the academics, who 
participated in this study, workload formulas such as 40% teaching, 40% research and 20% 
administration do not appear to hold, and there is a growing emphasis on teaching with 
substantially less time allocated to research. 
 The relationship between activities undertaken is examined in Table 5. Some commonly 
held beliefs about relationships between activities (i.e. research, teaching and administration) are 
found not to hold. For example, there is a negative correlation between time allocated to teaching 
and research, but the relationship is not statistically significant and thereby supports Hattie and 
Marsh’s (1996) findings. On the other hand, there is a statistically significant negative 
relationship between the time spent on administration and time spent on research activities. The 
relationship between time spent on consulting and research is also statistically significant and 
negative, which is consistent with Percy’s (1999) view that some academics choose either choose 
to consult or research. 
Another interesting result is that teaching and administration are significantly positively 
correlated. This might reflect there is extensive teaching related administration or some 
academics seem to focus on these activities as opposed to undertaking research. Pearson’s 
correlations also identify that the amount of time spent on activities is significantly positively 
correlated, at the .05 level, to some research outputs. Teaching is positively correlated to book 
publishing (r=326, p<.046); research is positively correlated to referred journal articles (r=248, 
p<.011) and conference papers (r= 247, p<.011); and consulting is positively correlated to books 
published (r= .358, p<.000) and book chapters (r= 295,p< .002). 
  
Place Table 5 Here 
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Table 6 overviews mean responses of individuals to the 14-attitudinal items. A mean 
value greater (less) than 3 indicates that that respondents disagree (agree) with the statement. 
Overall it respondents felt there was sufficient emphasis on teaching (mean score 3.09), which is 
consistent with the amount of time allocated to teaching (See Table 3). Respondents did not think 
that their programs were too theoretical focused (mean score 3.13) and thus there may be a heavy 
applied aspect to teaching. It is also worth noting that respondents believed student quality was 
declining, which may place additional demands on staff if they are expected to undertake student 
remediation as well as normal teaching. 
 
Place Table 6 Here 
 
Results in Table 6 suggest respondents felt there is too much administration (mean score 
2.29) and not enough time for research (mean score 2.11). Both of these results are consistent 
with the time allocation information previously discussed. In relating to research, respondents 
believe their institutions did not support research with appropriate funding (mean score 2.11), but 
felt there was sufficient equipment to support research and teaching (mean score 3.27). 
Interestingly respondents overall did not believe there was too much pressure to research (mean 
score 3.31), which, as was suggested earlier may either relate to the type of institutions in which 
they are employed (Martinez et al. 2000) or their academic level (Polonsky and Mankelow 1999). 
In terms of attitudes towards general workplace issues respondents disagreed (i.e. a score 
above 3.0) it takes too long to get promoted (mean score 3.35) and disagreed that the promotion 
process is unfair (mean score 3.40). They felt there was too much bureaucracy and politics, so 
much so that this is the only item to have a mean less than 2 (mean score 1.11). They disagreed 
that they had little input into the running of their department (mean score 3.19), but they agreed 
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they had little say in running of the University (2.44). They also generally believed their 
university was resistant to change (mean score 2.36).  
 The next section of the analysis will focus on describing the four clusters identified. The 
publishing output data will be discussed in relation to these clusters across a range of factors that 
might impact on publishing outputs (type of institution, academic level, etc). Table 2 provides a 
summary of research outputs by academic level.  
 
Cluster Analysis 
The interpretation of profiles and assessment of predictive validity of the cluster solutions 
using K-Means indicated that either four or five clusters could be appropriate (Hair et al. 1998). 
The average within-cluster difference criterion (Hair et al. 1998) and Calinski and Harabasz's 
index (SAS 1988) were calculated to determine which solution was statistically more appropriate 
and identified a four-factor solution was empirically superior.   
The ANOVA’s reported in Table 6 identifies that at the .05 level of statistical significance 
mean responses differed across clusters for all but one item – there is too much bureaucracy. 
Table 7 provides results of the Tukey tests comparing mean values between individual clusters. 
Cluster 3 appears to be the most different to the other three clusters with the mean values of items 
different between 24 pairs of other clusters (Cluster 1 - 7 differences; Cluster 2 - 8 differences; 
Cluster 4 - 9 differences). Individual items for Cluster 1, Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 differed in 
response to other clusters on 17, 17 and 18 instances respectively. There are also time differences 
across clusters in regards to Administration and Consulting (see Table 9) and in both cases one 
cluster allocated less time to each activity, Cluster 2 spent the least time on administration 
(p<.10) and Cluster 1 spent the least time on consulting (p<.05). 
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Place Table 7 here 
 
The paper now describes the clusters based on responses to the attitudinal questions, 
individual and institutional demographic characteristics (Table 8), time allocated to tasks 
(teaching, research, administration and consulting, see Table 9) as well as the clusters level of 
relative publishing outputs (see Table 10). There were few statistical differences at the .05 level 
of significance in regards to time allocated other than for consulting (Administration is different 
at the .10 level of significance), as well as few statistical differences at the p< .05 level of 
significance in regards to relative publishing output across clusters, other than referred journal 
articles (see Table 9).  
 
Cluster 1 – Established Academics (n=20 or 18%) 
In terms of demographic characteristics this group had the highest proportion of full 
professors and lowest percentage of associate and assistant professors. All were tenured/tenurable 
and all were born in the US. This was the oldest cluster (mean 46 years old), spent the most 
number of years in academia (mean 16 years), least number of years outside academia (3 years) 
and had been employed at their present university longest (mean 11 years). This cluster also had 
the highest proportion (30%) of female academics. Approximately one third (35%) of the 
institutions in which they are employed grant Ph.D.s- 10% were private institutions, which was 
second lowest across clusters and the institutions had the lowest availability of research funding 
(60%).  
Place Table 8 Here 
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 In terms of attitudes towards academia, these respondents believe there was too little 
emphasis on teaching although they spent 43% of their time on teaching related activities (see 
Table 9). Respondents’ most strongly believed there was not too much emphasis on theory in 
teaching, as well as most strongly felt student quality was declining. They believed that there was 
sufficient equipment available to support teaching and research activities. They believed there 
was too much administration, more so than Clusters 2 and 4, and spent 15% of their time on 
administrative duties. Like all clusters they believed there was too much bureaucracy within 
institutions. They believe they had say in the department, more so than Cluster 3 and 4, but not in 
the university. 
 Respondents in Cluster 1 felt there was not enough time or funding for research (more so 
than Cluster 3 and 4) and their spent 30% of their time on research, which was tied for the most 
time spent on this activity. This might explain why they did not feel there was not too much 
pressure to undertake research. They were also strongest of the view that it does not take too long 
to get promoted and disagreed strongly that promotion procedures were unfair (more so than 
Clusters 3 and 4). These latter results have intuitive appeal, as the majority are already full 
professors, a position they have held for some time. This cluster also spent the least time 
undertaking consulting activities (3%).  
 
Place Table 9 Here 
 
There are few statistical differences across clusters in terms of publishing outputs, (see 
Table 10). Cluster 1 is relatively less productive (i.e. a mean of less than 1) than their colleagues 
in regards to book related activities, other than non-referred book chapters, as well as non-
referred journal articles. They are more productive in regards to conference papers and 
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presentations and have “average” performance for journal articles, which is better than Clusters 3 
and 4. Thus, it would appear these individuals are research active and have not withdrawn from 
scholarly academic pursuits as is some times suggested occurs with established academics 
(Polonsky and Mankelow 1999).  
 
Place Table 10 Here 
 
Cluster 2- Research Focused (n=25 or 23%) 
While this cluster has a high proportion of full professors (42%), there are also a 
significant proportion of academics from the other two levels (associate professors 29%, assistant 
professors 29%). There is a high percentage of tenured/tenurable staff (91%) and they are as old 
as Clusters 3 and 4. This cluster contains the second lowest number of US nationals (88%), it is 
also second lowest in terms of female members (8%) and lowest in terms of private institutions 
(8%). There is a relatively high proportion of institutions that offer research funding (76%), but 
the lowest percentage of Ph.D. granting institutions (32%). Individuals within Cluster 2 have 
been in Academia 15 years, have 5 years of industry experience and have been at their present 
institutions for 9 years. 
 Cluster 2 respondents were the only ones to strongly disagree that there was too little 
emphasis on teaching (mean score of 4.44). They spent, like Cluster I, 43% of their time on 
teaching related activities (see Table 9) and might mean they believe there is too much emphasis 
on teaching. They disagreed that there was too much emphasis on theory in teaching and agreed 
that student quality was declining. They believed there was too much administration and spent 
11.5% of their time on administrative activities, which was lowest across clusters. Like all 
clusters they also believed there was too much bureaucracy within institutions. 
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 Respondents in Cluster 2 believed they had a say in the department, but not in the 
university. In regards to research they felt there was not enough time for research even though 
they spent 30% of their time on research. Research funding was readily available in their 
institutions, more so than Clusters 1 and 3. They had the strongest view that there was not too 
much pressure to undertake research, which was different from the three other clusters and might 
be explained by the proportion of time spent on research (i.e. 30%). They “slightly” disagreed it 
takes too long to get promoted and promotion procedures were unfair. These latter results are 
interesting given they have a relatively low proportion in tenured/tenurable positions, compared 
to the other clusters.  
Cluster 2 is relatively more productive (i.e. a mean of more than 1) than their colleagues 
in regards to books authored, as well as non-referred book chapters (for which they were highest) 
and for refereed and non-referred journal articles for which they were also highest. Respondents 
were relatively low in terms of books edited, referred book chapters (for which they were lowest) 
and conference papers/presentations. Overall it appears these individuals are committed to their 
research activities.   
 
Cluster 3 - Unhappy Mid-Career Academics  (N=38 or 35%) 
This was the largest cluster, with the highest number of assistant professors (half of the 
cluster) and a relatively high proportion of female faculty  (24% of the cluster and 39% of the 
sample). While they are not younger than the members of other clusters, they had spent the 
shortest time in academia (12 years), as well as the shortest time in their present level and present 
university.  Interestingly this cluster has the highest number of years of industry experience (tied 
with Cluster 4).  Over 90% of the cluster is US nationals, and 87% are tenured/tenurable. 
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Twenty-three percent of respondents in Cluster 3 work at a private institution, which is second 
highest and they have the highest percentage of Ph.D. granting institutions (40%).  
 This cluster was generally dissatisfied across number of issues (see Table 6) and was the 
most different to other clusters across the 14-attitudinal items. They slightly disagreed that there 
is too little emphasis on teaching and spent the most time on teaching relate matters (i.e. 50%). 
They were the only group to believe there was not enough equipment available, possible based in 
a perception there was too much teaching, which was not supported. They slightly disagreed that 
there was too much emphasis on theory in teaching and, like other Clusters 1 and 2, felt student 
quality was declining. They believed there was too much administration and spent 15% of their 
time on this administration. Like all clusters they believed there was too much bureaucracy 
within institutions. They were the only cluster to believed they did not have a say in their 
department and most strongly felt they had no input into the university, both of which might 
reflect their “junior status”. 
 In regards to research, Cluster 3most strongly felt there was not enough time for research, 
with 22% of their time devoted to research. They also believed there was insufficient funding for 
research and were neutral (i.e. mean score of 3.03) in regards to “there is too much pressure to 
research.” They were the only cluster to believe promotion takes too long and were neutral in 
regards to whether the promotion process was fair. These members also appear to spend a 
reasonable amount of time on consulting (i.e. 5.2%), relative to other clusters, which is 
interesting given their academic status. 
 In terms of publishing productivity this Cluster 3 was the highest in term of books 
authored and edited. They were also relatively more productive in terms of non-referred book 
chapters. In regards to other outputs they were relatively lower than their colleagues, but not 
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lowest across clusters. This might relate back to their view that there was not enough time for 
research, or they were not productive with research time. 
 
Cluster 4 – Satisfied Teachers (N=24 or 22%) 
This cluster was most balanced across the positional levels, but contained a higher 
proportion of associate professors (38%) than the three other clusters. The cluster had the highest 
proportion of non-tenured or tenure track staff (21%), highest proportion of non-US citizens 
(17%) and lowest percentage of females (6%). Cluster 4 was no older than two of the other 
Clusters (2 and 3). Members on average had been in academia for 14 years, but were tied with 
Cluster 3 for the most number of years of industry experience (7 years).  Respondents in Cluster 
4 had the greatest chance of working at a private institution (33%) and a third of their institutions 
offered Ph.D.s. 
 In terms of attitudes towards academia, these respondents most strongly believed there 
was too little emphasis on teaching spending 41% of their time teaching. Only respondents in 
Cluster 4 believed there is too much of an emphasis on theory in teaching and were the only 
group to disagree student quality was declining. This result might reflect a different perspective 
towards teaching or it might relate to the fact that 33% work at private institutions, which may 
attract better quality students. 
Cluster 4 least agreed with the statement that there was too much administration, though 
like all clusters, they believed there was too much time devoted to this group of activities, i.e. 
their mean response was less than 3.0. This is an interesting finding since they spent the most 
time across clusters on administrative duties. Like all clusters they believed there was too much 
bureaucracy within institutions, but to a lesser extent than other clusters. They believed they had 
say in the operations of the department, more so than Clusters 1 and 3, and only Cluster 4 
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believed they had a in the running of the university. In regards to research they felt there was not 
enough time or funding for research, however, they were least supportive of this view and spent 
19% of their time on research, which was the lowest across clusters and spent the most time on 
consulting (6.5%), which might be related to the fact they have extensive non-academic 
experience. They also disagreed there was too much pressure to undertake research, it took too 
long to get promoted or that processes were unfair, a possible reflection of the teaching 
orientation of members of this cluster. 
 In terms of publishing output these individuals were relatively lower than their 
colleagues across all categories. Their best performance was on relative book publications. 
Cluster produced a relatively low number of conference papers and journal articles (0.6), in 
conjunction with time allocated to research gives strong support these people are teaching 
focused. Although, it is possible members of Cluster 4 are focusing their work on higher 
“quality” publications and thus volume is not an appropriate measure of performance. Thus while 
they are teaching focused they do not appear to hold negative views about either academia or 
their institutions.  
 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study, using cluster analysis, identified four clusters of marketing academics in the 
United States. The basis for clustering was individuals’ attitudes towards teaching, research, 
administration and promotion. The analysis indicated substantial differences among academics in 
regard to their perceptions and attitudes towards academic environments. The results also showed 
attitudes are associated with the academic respondents’ position level, type of appointment, 
gender, length of non-academic career, and nationality, and with some indicators of time 
allocation (i.e., consulting) and publishing output (i.e., refereed journal articles). An important 
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finding was that academic attitudes about the work environment related to how they allocated 
their time in regards to academic activities (See Table 9). Interesting, while some commonly held 
views about the relationships between work activities were found to hold, such as more 
administration or consulting results in less research, others such as more teaching results in less 
research was found to be not statistically significant (See Table 4). 
It is also interesting that Unhappy Mid-career Academics (i.e. Cluster 3) were more 
dissatisfied with work environments than others clusters. This is very important, as these 
individuals are the future of the profession and thus negative views today may have harmful 
future consequences. As will be discussed later, Cluster 3’s dissatisfaction may have a range of 
negative effects on academic departments, including mid-career staff leaving the profession 
(Barnes et al. 1998). It is unclear whether an escalation in expectations on new staff performance 
(see Table 1) will result in more people moving into this cluster in the future. An organisational 
expectation that fulfilling tenure requirements implies new staff must publish several “A’s” is 
unrealistic, given each of the recognised “A” journals publish no more than 40 papers a year. 
Consequently, the publish-perish gristmill may have negative consequences on attitudes of those 
in the system and potentially could cause disenchantment when individuals realize they will be 
unable to meet requirements for tenured positions (Gottlieb and Yakir 1995). While publishing is 
an important activity, almost all respondents also felt pressure to undertake more teaching and 
administration, which also adds to workload stress. 
While the other three Clusters (1, 2 & 4) were less dissatisfied, it is worth noting those in 
Cluster 4 - Happy Teachers- were least dissatisfied with current conditions. Cluster 4 responses 
suggested relative happiness in academia can be found within teaching focused institutions and in 
doing so refutes a commonly held assumption that academics must aspire to work in prestigious 
research institutions, and PhD granting institutions. Institutions may need to evaluate their 
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mission and attempt to better identify what characteristics are really important for individuals to 
be successful within an institution. The results of the “conditions” of tenure discussed in Table 1, 
suggested that as expectations rise, the number of members in Cluster 4 might decline. 
An important finding of the study is there was general agreement that marketing 
academics’ face workload pressures. While not an explicit focus of the study, the findings 
appeared to support a view within the broader educational literature that stress associated with 
increasing workloads is an increasing problem (Barnes et al. 1998; Lease 1999; Thorsen 1996). 
Not only can stress impact on academic productivity (Blackburne and Bentley 1993) but it also 
can negatively impact on individual academic’s health (Sharpley et al. 1996), as well as 
potentially impacting on whether individuals remain in academia (Barnes et al. 1998). Policies 
where staff are asked to take on more responsibilities, which might potentially increasing short-
term productivity (i.e. publication rates and possible teaching evaluations), will most likely have 
long-term negative implications for universities. For example, increases in the number of 
academics taking sick leave will result in those remaining having to further increase their 
workload, even if this is only in the short-term. Higher faculty turnover rates may result in 
departments lacking stability, which increases stress for others, as well as increase costs of 
recruitment and integrating new faculty into departmental cultures. As such, administrators need 
to more carefully consider the implications of increasing workload demands on staff without 
increasing resources. The present view within Academia seems to be Taylorist, i.e. if universities 
increase salaries then they can expect increased performance levels. While it is possible this 
approach will bring about some increased levels of performance (i.e. research outcomes and 
teaching evaluations), this is only sustainable as long as overall workload expectations are 
realistic. Once expectations become unattainable it is unclear how the broader academic system 
in the marketing discipline will survive. One might suggest this is already happening, as it is 
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difficult to determine how many “new” academics will achieve the tenure requirements (See 
Table 1). Will these people stay in academia or leave academia? It is conceivable marketing 
academia may have some input on future directions of the profession. 
Unfortunately, anecdotal evidence suggests there have been a limited number of academic 
development programs within universities to facilitate either individual improvements, 
progression in an academic’s career (Smith and Ferris 1990), or allow individuals to develop 
approaches/strategies to deal with increased workload pressure and changing expectations. There 
have been a number of universities developing formal and informal staff development programs 
and while this might translate into improved opportunities for staff, it is unclear if these programs 
will deal with the issues associated with increased expectations or stress, especially if admitting 
to having difficulty coping is seen to stigmatise individual faculty members. This requires open 
communication between academics and administrators, as well as within the academic 
community itself. There needs to be a willingness by tertiary institutions to respond to increasing 
gap between demands and personal resources to meet these demands, as well as to deal with any 
individuals who are less able to adjust. 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
We should point out there are some limitations of the research. The most significant being 
that the sample was selected from only one marketing association. Thus if there is any bias in 
terms of association membership this might effect the results. The data was also collected at one 
point in time, thus there is no opportunity to see how changes in institutional practices affect 
individuals attitudes or performance.  The study also focuses only on research output and does 
not examine educational outputs, which are hard to measure (i.e. teaching evaluations as 
compared to learning outcomes). It would be useful to include other types of outcomes, which 
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would also allow future studies to be broadened to examine non-research staff’s performance. 
 There are a number of avenues for future research. This type of examination could be 
undertaken in various countries to identify if these clusters exist internationally, which is 
important given some of the literature suggests the changes in academia are global in nature 
(Kogen et al 1994). Undertaking a longitudinal study to monitor changes in the general 
perceptions of marketing faculty in a rapidly transforming working environment would also be 
valuable. If possible it would also be useful to follow individuals throughout their career to 
identify if they move between clusters and if so, what factors facilitate this movement. As was 
suggested in the limitation section broadening the output variables to include educational 
outcomes would also allow for a wider coverage of outputs, as well as allow for teaching focused 
marketers to be included. Finally there is an opportunity to undertake complex modelling of 
variables, which could explore the relationships between workload, satisfaction and performance, 
as well as incorporate demographic and institutional factors. 
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TABLE 1 
EXPECTATIONS TO RECEIVE TENURE FOR NEW MARKETING ACADEMICS IN 
2001  
(Adopted From Http://Docsig.Eci.Gsu.Edu/) 
 
 Research Focused Teaching Focused 
Private Substantial research (3+ As) 
Good teaching 
Excellent teaching 
Several A’s and several Bs 
Public Between 1-3+ As; 3-6 B's publications 
Decent teaching 
Good teaching 
Regular publication in the field 
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TABLE 2 
RESEARCH OUTPUT ACROSS ACADEMIC LEVELS OVER THEIR CAREER AND 
PER YEAR 
 
 Professor n= 42 
Mean years=21.29 
Associates n=30  
Mean years=13.11 
Assistants N=32 
(Mean years=7.34) 
Refereed journal 
articles 
Career 34.33  
Per year 1.57 
Career 12.67 
Per Year .97 
Career 13.85  
Per year 1.93 
Conference papers  Career 33.62 
Per year 1.53 
Career 15.10 
Per year 1.15 
Career 9.56 
Per year 1.34 
Presentations not in 
proceedings 
Career 10.98 
Per year .50 
Career 4.14 
Per year .32 
Career 4.75 
Per year .66 
Non referred journal 
articles 
Career 7.66 
Per year .35 
Career 4.03 
Per year .31 
Career 1.47 
Per year .21 
Refereed book 
chapters 
Career 3.50 
Per year .16 
Career 0.97 
Per year .07 
Career 0.59 
Per year .15 
Books written Career 2.62 
Per year .12 
Career 0.66 
Per year .05 
Career 1.09 
Per year .15 
Books edited Career 1.22 
 Per year .05 
Career 0.30 
Per year .02 
Career 0.13 
Per year .02 
Non-referred book 
chapters 
Career 0.83 
Per year .04 
Career 0.20 
Per year .02 
Career 0.41 
Per year .06 
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TABLE 3 
DEMOGRAPHICS CHARACTERISTICS 
Gender (n = 111) Male   78%  
Female  22% 
Nationality (n = 109) US   91% 
Europe     5%  
Other     4% 
Age (n = 109) 
Mean 44.5 
Less than 29    2% 
30-39   35%  
40-49   31% 
50-59   28% 
60+     4 % 
Qualification (n = 114) Doctorate  87%  
Masters   10% 
Other     3% 
Type of Appointment (n = 110) Full time tenured/able 88% 
Full time contract   7% 
Part time contract   1% 
Other      4% 
Level of Position (n = 111) Endowed chair   9% 
Full Professor  29% 
Associate Professor 27% 
Assistant Professor 29% 
Other     6% 
Hours worked in week (n = 110) 
Mean 52 hours 
Less than 40 hours 22% 
40-50 Hours  38% 
51-60 Hours  33% 
61 Hours +    7% 
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TABLE 4 
HOW WE SPEND OUR TIME 
 
Administration Mean 13.39% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 11.14% Max 16.64% 
Nil    27% 
5 percent or Less   
 
24% 
6-15 percent   24% 
16 -30 percent   13% 
31-45 percent     2% 
46 percent +    10% 
Consulting Mean 6.25% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min  4.16% Max 8.44% 
Nil    50% 
1-5 percent   18% 
6-15 percent   20% 
16-30 percent   10% 
31 percent +     2% 
 
Executive teaching Mean 1.11% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min  0.54% Max 1.68% 
Nil    83% 
1-5 percent    12% 
6-15 percent     4% 
16 percent +      1% 
 
Keeping Up with new developments Mean 5.47% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 4.47% Max6.47% 
Nil    35% 
1-5 percent    29% 
6-15 percent   32% 
16 percent +     4% 
 
Research and Writing Mean 24.32% 
 
95% Confidence Interval  
Min 21.39% Max 27.25% 
Nil      5% 
1-5 percent     8% 
6-15 percent    22% 
16-30 percent   41% 
31-45 percent   14% 
46 percent +   10% 
 
Supervising Research Students Mean 2.54% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 1.73% Max 3.35% 
Nil    66% 
1-5 percent   22% 
6-15 percent   10% 
16 percent +     2% 
 
Teaching Post Graduates Mean 7.25% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 5.55% Max 8.95% 
Nil    47% 
1-5 percent   10% 
6-15 percent   28% 
16-30 percent   14% 
31 percent +     1% 
 
Teaching Preparation Mean 17.89% 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 9.25% Max 26.53% 
Nil     19% 
1-5 percent   10% 
6-15 percent   33% 
16-30 percent   33% 
40 percent +      5% 
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Teaching Undergraduates Mean 20.79%  
 
95% Confidence Interval 
Min 18.45% Max 23.43% 
Nil    12% 
1-5 percent     3% 
6-15 percent    26% 
16-30 percent   43% 
31-45 percent   11% 
46 percent +     5% 
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TABLE 5 
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF PROPORTION OF TIME SPEND ON 
ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES 
Time spent on 
activity % 
Teaching Administration Research  Consulting 
Teaching 1 
 
.520** 
(.001) 
-.216 
(.187) 
.195 
(.234) 
Administration .520** 
(.001) 
1 -.414** 
(.0001) 
-.052 
(.592) 
Research  -.216 
(.001) 
-.414** 
(.0001) 
1 -.193* 
(.043) 
Consulting .195 
(.234) 
-.052 
(.592) 
-.193* 
(.043) 
1 
      Pearson Correlation  
 0
TABLE 6 
 RESULTS OF ANOVA BY CLUSTER 
(1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree) 
 
 All 
respondent
s 
Cluster 1 
Established 
Academics 
Cluster 2 
Research 
Focused 
Cluster 3 - 
Unhappy 
Mid-Career 
Academics 
Cluster 4 – 
Satisfied 
Teachers 
ANOVA F   
(sig) 
Too little emphasis is placed on 
teaching 
3.09 2.80 4.44 3.03 2.13 21.18 (.01) 
Too much time is spent on 
administration  
2.29 1.75 2.52 2.21 2.67  3.20  (.03) 
There is not enough time to do 
research 
2.11 1.90 2.48 1.61 2.79 11.04 (.01) 
There is a lack of funding to do 
research 
2.41 2.25 3.12 1.63 3.04 11.04 (.01) 
Equipment is limited 3.27 4.10 3.96 2.21 3.54 21.29 (.01) 
It takes too long to get promoted 3.35 4.25 3.76 2.55 3.63 15.05 (.01) 
There is too much bureaucracy 
and internal politics 
1.11 1.65 2.20 1.82 2.38  2.25  (.09) 
We have little say in the running 
of the department 
3.19 4.20 3.56 2.21 3.42 16.55 (.01) 
We focus too much on theory 
and not enough on practice 
3.13 4.05 3.60 3.03 2.25 11.55  (.01) 
The university is resistant to 
change 
2.36 3.15 2.20 1.82 2.83  7.99 (.01) 
Student quality is decreasing 2.36 1.85 2.24 2.13 3.25  7.86  (.01) 
Too much pressure to produce 
research output 
3.31 3.00 4.24 3.03 3.21  9.22  (.01) 
Little say in running of the 
university 
2.44 2.70 2.64 1.76 3.13  9.73  (.01) 
Promotion procedures unfair 3.40 4.05 3.68 3.00 3.17  5.10  (.01) 
 1
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TABLE 7 
RESULTS OF TUKEY TESTS FOR ATTITUIDNAL QUESTIONS 
 Cluster 1 
Established 
Academics 
Cluster 2 
Research 
Focused 
Cluster 3 
Unhappy 
Mid-Career 
Academics 
Cluster 4 
Satisfied 
Teachers 
ANOVA 
 F   (sig) 
 Cluster differs to 
Too little emphasis is placed on teaching 2 1,3,4 2,4 2,3 21.18 (.01) 
Too much time is spent on administration  2,4 1 - 1  3.20  (.03) 
There is not enough time to do research 4 3 2,4 1,3 11.04 (.01) 
There is a lack of funding to do research 2,4 1,3 2,4 1,3 11.04 (.01) 
Equipment is limited 3 3 1,2,4 3 21.29 (.01) 
It takes too long to get promoted 3 3 1,2,4 3 15.05 (.01) 
There is too much bureaucracy and internal 
politics 
- - - -  2.25  (.09) 
We have little say in the running of the 
department 
3,4 3 1,2,4 1,3 16.55 (.01) 
We focus too much on theory and not enough 
on practice 
3,4 4 1,4 1,2,3 11.55  (.01) 
The university is resistant to change 2,3 1 1,4 3  7.99 (.01) 
Student quality is decreasing 4 4 4 1,2,3  7.86  (.01) 
Too much pressure to produce research output 2 1,3,4 2 2  9.22  (.01) 
Little say in running of the university 3 3 1,2,4 3  9.73  (.01) 
Promotion procedures unfair 3,4 - 1 1  5.10  (.01) 
Overall number of differences between clusters 
(maximum 42= 14x3) 
17 17 24 18  
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TABLE 8 
DEMOGRAPHICS AND PROFESIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CLUSTERS 
Demographic and professional 
characteristics of respondents 
Cluster 1 
Established 
Academics 
n=20 
Cluster 2 
Research 
Focused 
n=25 
Cluster 3 
Unhappy 
Mid-Career 
Academics 
n=38 
Cluster 4 
Satisfied 
Teachers 
n=24 
Position Full Professor 65% 42% 26% 29% 
 Associate Prof 15% 29% 24% 38% 
 Assistant Prof 20% 29% 50% 33% 
 Other     
% Tenured/Tenurable 100 91 87 79 
Age 46 44 44 44 
Nationality - % of US 100% 88% 92% 83% 
% Female 30% 8% 24% 6% 
% Institutions Private Funding* 10% 8% 24% 33% 
% Institutions where University Research 
funding is available 
60% 76% 63% 88% 
% Offering a Ph.D. 35% 32% 40% 33% 
Number of years spent in academia 16 15 12 14 
Number of years spent in non-academia 3 5 7 7 
Number of years spent in current position 9 10 5 6 
Number of years spent in current university 11 9 7 9 
                  *Excludes those receiving joint Private & State funding 
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TABLE 9 
TIME ALLOCATED TO ACTIVITIES PER CLUSTER 
Time spent on activities  Cluster 1 
Established 
Academics 
Cluster 2 
Research 
Focused 
Cluster 3 
Unhappy 
Mid-Career 
Academics 
Cluster 4 
Satisfied 
Teachers 
F Sig 
Teaching (%) 43% 43% 50% 41% .469 .71 
Research (%) 30% 30% 22% 19% .577 .63 
Administration (%) 15% 11.5% 15.00 16.00 2.15 .10 
Consulting (%)  3% 5.6% 5.2% 6.5% 3.28 .03 
TOTAL (hrs) 50.10 53.87 50.87 52.05   
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TABLE 10 
AVERAGE ADJUSTED PUBLICATION OUTPUT BY CLUSTER 
 
OUTPUT Cluster 1 
Established 
Academics 
Cluster 2 
Research 
Focused 
Cluster 3 
Unhappy 
Mid-Career 
Academics 
Cluster 4 
Satisfied 
Teachers 
F Sig. 
Books .64 1.15 1.16 .94 .214 .886 
Books edited .52 .68 1.57 .84 .416 .742 
Refereed Book Chapters .82 .17 .34 .52 .500 .683 
Non-referred Book 
Chapters 
1.23 1.44 1.29 .04 1.376 .255 
Referred Journal 
Articles 
1.00 1.49 .94 .62 2.740 .047 
Non referred Journal 
article 
.85 1.95 .77 .53 1.674 .177 
Conference papers 1.06 .93 .68 .63 2.071 .109 
Presentations 1.06 .93 .68 .63 .725 .530 
 
 
